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‘‘Crash Dummies’’ Program. 
‘‘Casey’’ the talking car. 
Operation ‘‘Kid ID’’
Project Graduation. 
Host Statewide DARE Day. 
HUD Summer Programs. 
Red Ribbon Campaign. 
Vacation Bible School. 
Health Fairs. 
The future of law enforcement is already 

here. Crime prevention has proven to be suc-
cessful and will continue to be the founda-
tion of progressive law enforcement as we 
move into the 21st century. 

For more information contact: Lt. Ken 
DeVilling, Phone (352) 629–8290, Fax (352) 629–
8391.

f 

TWO FLOODS AND YOU ARE OUT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized 
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
there is a theme this morning on the 
floor of the House: dealing with how we 
can promote livable communities. 
Whether it is dealing with community-
oriented policing, ‘‘Weed and Seed,’’ or 
associating the comments of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT)
about Better America Bonds, there is a 
lot that the Federal Government can 
do to make a difference for things that 
people really care about, making their 
families safe, economically secure and 
healthy.

Mr. Speaker, a critical part of mak-
ing the Federal Government a better 
partner in promoting livable commu-
nities is the work we do with basic in-
frastructure. Rather than spending a 
lot of new money, making new rules 
and regulations and starting new pro-
grams, one the most important con-
tributions the Federal Government can 
make is using our existing resources 
more wisely. 

Nowhere is that more clearly illus-
trated than what we do with water re-
sources. Currently, the Federal Gov-
ernment makes it easier to spend 
money paving a creek to stop flooding 
than to restore wetlands to achieve the 
same goal. I have already introduced 
legislation that would make it easier 
for communities to invest in cheaper, 
greener approaches to flood protection. 
This approach does not need to cost the 
Federal Government an additional 
dime, and it gives the communities 
more choices as they solve their prob-
lems and increase livability. 

The National Flood Insurance pro-
gram poses another critical water re-
source management challenge. It is ap-
propriate for the Federal Government 
to step in when there is a case of un-
foreseen natural disaster. However, if 
it is clear that some people make it 
hard on themselves by continuing to 
invest in unwise anti-environmental, 
unsustainable situations, then we have 
an obligation to draw the line. The 

Federal taxpayer should not be paying 
for people to live in places where God 
repeatedly has shown that he does not 
want them. 

There is a home in Houston which 
has an appraised value of $114,000 which 
has received over $800,000 in flood in-
surance payments in 16 events in the 
last 10 years. Over 5,600 properties, 
nearly 1 in 10, have loss claims which 
exceed the value of the property. Forty 
percent of our flood insurance goes to 2 
percent of the property that is repeat-
edly flooded. 

Mr. Speaker, if the local government 
and private property owners are going 
to be foolish, they need to do it on 
their own dime. Indeed, it is not just 
our money they are wasting; these de-
velopment patterns take on a life of 
their own. They pressure organizations 
like the Corps of Engineers, FEMA and 
state and local communities to further 
engineer the environment and protect 
ill-advised development from flooding, 
often succeeding in making matters 
worse.

Despite having spent over $40 billion 
since 1960, our losses adjusted for infla-
tion are three times greater than when 
we started the building spree. Our dis-
aster relief costs have increased 550 
percent in the last 10 years. 

It is time for us to rethink our poli-
cies and our investments. It is time to 
stop the waste of money, predictable 
loss of property, and threat to public 
safety. As a basic simple common sense 
step, it is time to reform the National 
Flood Insurance program. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join 
with the gentleman from Nebraska, 
(Mr. BEREUTER) who has long been a 
champion of reforming the Flood Insur-
ance Program to propose a simple ap-
proach to repetitive flood loss. We re-
tool the Flood Insurance Program so 
that rather than continuing to rebuild 
a repeatedly flooded home, the pro-
gram would provide homeowners with 
money to help them move away from 
flood waters or at least floodproof their 
homes. Those who refuse assistance 
must start paying the real actuarial in-
surance costs for the risks that they 
choose to take. 

This policy is both humanitarian and 
fiscally responsible, allowing people to 
move out of harm’s way and protecting 
the Federal taxpayer by making the 
National Flood Insurance program sol-
vent. We need to enforce the existing 
rules and regulations to keep people 
out of harm’s way. We need to spend 
money to prevent loss rather than re-
peatedly cleaning up after it is too 
late.

This basic solution to more livable 
communities will not require more 
money or bureaucratic regulations. As 
usual, a livable community is possible 
if the Federal Government is a 
thoughtful partner with citizens and 
their local government. I would like to 
urge my colleagues to join with me and 

the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE-
REUTER) to reform the National Flood 
Insurance program and to sign on as 
cosponsors of our ‘‘Two Floods and 
You’re Out’’ legislation.
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WHO IS RECKLESS? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, from time to 
time the comments from this adminis-
tration and the President of the United 
States lead me to the floor to com-
ment. I think my colleagues and the 
American people saw the President of 
the United States calling the Repub-
licans reckless. And I guess I am in-
cluded in that, I am a Republican. We 
were called reckless for proposing a 
significant tax cut for the American 
people.

Mr. Speaker, I almost had to chuckle 
to hear the President of the United 
States call me reckless and the Repub-
licans for offering a tax cut. It is al-
most hysterical when we think about it 
when the other side of the aisle for 
some 40 years had control of this body 
and under the Constitution of the 
United States we all know bills, finan-
cial bills start in the House of Rep-
resentatives on the basis of a judgment 
made by our founding fathers. For 40 
years, the recklessness of the other 
side nearly bankrupt this Nation. 

When I came into the House of Rep-
resentatives in 1992, we were facing fi-
nancial disaster. This was carried 
through with the reckless policy of this 
President who instituted one of the 
largest tax increases in American his-
tory a few months after his election. 
And again when he had complete ma-
jorities in the House, the Senate, and 
controlled the White House. 

What was reckless is 40 years of tak-
ing money out of Social Security. It is 
like robbing our senior citizens’ pen-
sion accounts, their funds, and using it 
for outlandish spending. Spending real-
ly to buy votes and win elections in a 
giveaway program that backfired and 
nearly ran us into financial oblivion. 
That is reckless. 

Reckless when they robbed every 
trust fund, including the Federal em-
ployee’s trust funds, when they robbed 
the highway trust funds, which this re-
sponsible new majority has restored. Is 
it reckless in fact when we guarantee 
63 percent and we create a lock-box to 
secure revenues for the future stability 
and security of Social Security? That 
is responsible. 

Mr. Speaker, some people I guess just 
do not know the meaning of reckless-
ness.

Then to provide health insurance, 
there are 43 million Americans in this 
Nation that do not have health insur-
ance. What is interesting is two-thirds 
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to three-quarters of them are em-
ployed. Our plan for financial assist-
ance and tax cuts and tax credits will 
allow millions and millions of Ameri-
cans who work at minimum or low 
wage or small employers who are the 
largest employers, and most of those 
people who do not have health insur-
ance are not covered but they do work, 
we are providing in this tax relief pack-
age a responsible package. It is reck-
less in my opinion not to provide those 
working men and women with at least 
a minimal chance of getting some 
health coverage. 

So somehow we have a difficulty be-
tween determining what is reckless and 
what is responsible. I think what the 
Republicans, the majority and myself, 
have done is a responsible action. I 
think we have a history of a President 
and a party who has dealt in reckless-
ness. I think the examples are clear 
and the financial statements speak for 
themselves.

f 

TAKE A CLOSE LOOK AT TAX CUT 
PROPOSALS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. OLVER) is recognized 
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, it is sort of 
irony that I should be following the 
gentleman who just spoke because I am 
going to be speaking about the same 
thing. That was not specifically 
planned, but I am glad that it comes 
out that way. 

Mr. Speaker, we are told this week 
that the main business of the Congress 
is proposals which have now passed 
both the House and the Senate to pro-
vide for an $800 billion tax cut. Any 
time the Congress is thinking about 
tax cuts, it behooves everyone in 
America to hang on to their wallet, to 
sit up and take notice, to pay very 
close attention to who is being given 
tax breaks and why. But also how that 
differs from who the proponents are 
saying is going to get the tax breaks. 

This week is no exception at all. The 
Republican leadership says that their 
tax cut is for the middle-class. For the 
middle-class in America, working 
Americans. For the middle-class. Well, 
that is clearly not true if we look at 
what has passed the House and the Sen-
ate. The House passed its bill 2 weeks 
ago. And starting at the wealthiest end 
of Americans, at Bill Gates, at the 
wealthiest end and come down to an 
annual income of $300,000 a year, that 1 
percent, just over a million Americans 
who have incomes between $300,000 a 
year and Bill Gates, that richest 1 per-
cent is on average going to get $54,000 
of tax breaks. It turns out to be 45 per-
cent of the total of all the tax reduc-
tion being proposed goes to the 1 per-
cent of the wealthiest Americans. 

If we take 6 million Americans, 5 per-
cent starting at the top of the scale 
down to an income of $125,000 a year, I 
think it might be instructive to re-
member that every single Member of 
the Congress, every Member of the 
House and every Member of the Senate 
has income greater than $125,000 a year, 
that 5 percent will average $15,000 a 
year in tax cuts and gets 61 percent of 
the total reduction. 

Mr. Speaker, if we start at the other 
end and come all the way up, all the 
way up from the lowest income Amer-
ican to people making under $125,000 a 
year, all 95 percent of them, all 120 mil-
lion taxpayers, they will receive less 
than the 1 percent whose income is 
over $300,000 per year. It turns out that 
those people, who include the broad 
middle-class, income from $25,000 a 
year to $65,000 a year under the House-
passed bill, would get less than half as 
much in total tax reduction as the 1 
percent richest portion of the popu-
lation.

Let me put that in slightly different 
terms. If we were to take 100 people 
that we know, one person whose in-
come is over $300,000 a year and the 
rest whose income comes down from 
that point, and we have $100 to give out 
in tax reduction, 100 people and $100 in 
tax reduction, that one wealthiest per-
son, that single one is going to get $45. 
Forty-five of the dollars that it is pos-
sible to give out under the cir-
cumstances. Ninty-five people, the 95 
starting from the lowest income up to 
incomes that covers the broad middle-
class, they are going to get a total of 
$39 divided among them. 

If we look at it in terms of families, 
a family making $30,000 a year would 
get less than $1 a day in tax reduction. 
A family making $50,000 a year, two 
people working, second jobs whatever 
it happens to be but under $50,000 a 
year, at $50,000 a year they would get 
less than $2 a day in income. Yet the 
person who is making $1 million a year, 
that person would get $70,000 in that 
year. $200 a day in tax breaks. 

The Senate-passed plan is a little bit 
different. The wealthiest 5 percent in 
the Senate plan gets almost the same 
amount as the 95 percent, the 120 mil-
lion people whose income is less than 
$125,000 a year. And, again, I would 
urge my colleagues to remember that 
the portion of the population that is 
getting most of the tax break includes 
every Member of the House and the 
Senate of the United States. I have to 
ask, does anyone think that that is a 
fair way to distribute tax reduction in 
this country?

f 

RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 2 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 58 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

b 1400

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. STEARNS) at 2 p.m. 

f 

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend James 
David Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer:

Let us pray. We are grateful, O God, 
that the scriptures remind us that You 
are always with us and that Your love 
and forgiveness and strength will never 
depart from us. Whatever our concern 
or whatever our adversity, You restore 
our souls; and You lead us in the paths 
of righteousness. So it is with grati-
tude that we know we are never alone 
and we are never apart from Your 
strong arm. Your rod and Your staff 
they comfort us. Surely goodness and 
mercy shall follow us all the days of 
our lives and we will dwell in Your 
house forever. 

Amen.
f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT)
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. CHABOT led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman 
Williams, one of his secretaries. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment concurrent resolu-
tions of the House of the following ti-
tles:

H. Con. Res. 107. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress rejecting the 
conclusions of a recent article published in 
the Psychological Bulletin, a journal of the 
American Psychological Association, that 
suggests that sexual relationships between 
adults and children might be positive for 
children.

H. Con. Res. 168. Concurrent resolution 
waiving the requirement in section 132 of the 
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